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of course obvious that the situation is anomalous and Chapter
objectionable in theory; it is a direct derogation from n'
Dominion sovereignty and it renders it difficult to
abolish the power of disallowance in general, since it
would necessitate the formal preservation of the right
in this special case. Moreover, the protection to the
stockholder is more apparent than real, and it would
be satisfactory if the position could be regularised by
agreement to abandon the power of disallowance in
return for an agreement in any case of dispute for
reference to an Inter-Imperial Tribunal and punctual
compliance with the award of that body.
(4) With none of the preceding matters—save to a
limited extent the issue of reservation—was it found
possible or desirable to deal in the Statute of West-
minster. But that measure by Section 3 declares and
enacts that the Parliament of a Dominion has full
po^er to make laws having extra-territorial operation.
The section applies only to Canada, the Union, and
the Irish Free State, unless it is adopted by the Parlia-
ments of the Commonwealth, New Zealand, or New-
foundland, and the same rule applies to the other
sections of the Statute conferring extensions of power.
But any limitation of authority which now remains is
voluntarily accepted, and so far as the Imperial Parlia-
ment is concerned the full sovereignty of the Dominions
is now recognised. The same doctrine has in effect been
laid down as applicable apart from the Statute to Do-
minion legislation by the Privy Council,1 thus removing
grave doubts based on earlier decisions of that tribunal.
The effect of the Statute and the decision mean that
1 Croft v. Dunphy (1932), 48 T.L.E. 652, where the question of the
retrospective effect of the Statute is left open.

